This article explores how consumers' self regulation affects the likelihood of purchase of new and really new products. In a mall intercept field study we show that consumers with a chronic disposition to be promotion focused own more new high-technology goods, and newly launched repeat purchase items, compared with prevention focused consumers. There was no difference in ownership of products that have been available for many years. We further investigated these findings in two laboratory experiments. In study 2, we manipulated regulatory focus and found that when the risks associated with a really new product are not specified to consumers, promotion focused consumers state higher purchase intentions than those in prevention focus. However, when the judgmental context makes the risks salient, participants in prevention and promotion focus were equally unlikely to purchase the product. In the third study we find that consumers' self regulation is unrelated to purchase intentions for products that are not portrayed as new. Mediation analysis in both laboratory studies show that the effect of regulatory focus on purchase intentions for new products is due to the concerns with the performance of the new technology, which are experienced by prevention focused consumers. Finally, important managerial implications are discussed.
Marketers have spent considerable effort understanding processes governing consumers' adoption of new and really new products. Gregan-Paxton and Roedder John (1997) define really new products as innovations that defy straightforward classification in terms of existing product categories, and thus create a new product category rather than reallocate shares within the existing categories. New products, however, are new models or brands in existing categories.
According to Rogers (1995) adoption of new products can be explained by the five attributes of an innovation: relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability and observability. Ostlund (1974) added another attribute, the perceived risk of an innovation. The academic literature is filled with debate on whether product innovativeness positively impacts new product adoption because of increasing competitive advantage, or negatively impacts adoption due to consumers' fears of novel technology (such as performance and safety) and resultant resistance to adopt (for example, Rogers 1995) .
Investigating determinants of new product adoption is important because developing these products is costly, products' life cycles are short, and competition among firms is fierce. While most of the literature investigates purchase of new and really new products at the aggregate level, the processes underlying these purchase decisions have been left relatively unexplored (for important exceptions see Hoeffler 2003; Moreau, Lehman and Markman 2001; Moreau, Markman and Lehman 2001) . This research aims to investigate the effects of self-regulation systems and risk on the adoption of new and really new products.
An example of a recently introduced new product is the Segway, a quiet single-person battery-powered vehicle, with computers and gyroscopes that allow riders to negotiate curbs and ruts. The Segway was portrayed as technologically advanced, but also as safer than other means of transportation, such as skateboards or bikes. Although the product was tested by the manufacturer and was advertised as highly reliable, on September 26, 2003 the manufacturer recalled all of the 6000 units it sold. The Consumer Product Safety Commission warned the public that "under certain operating conditions, particularly when the batteries are near the end of charge, some Segway HTs may not deliver enough power, allowing the rider to fall." The warning and recall were issued after three riders fell off the Segway, one of them sustained serious head injuries (a full description of the case is available at segway.com). The Segway case is an example of the inherent problem of really new products: while many of these products are innovative and advanced, they also bear various risks simply because they are really new.
In this article, across three studies, we demonstrate that purchase intentions for new and really new products are guided by promotion and prevention self-regulation systems (Higgins 1998 ). The promotion system derives from nurturance needs (such as advancement and growth) and uses approach strategies when regulating toward desirable ends. It is sensitive to the presence and absence of positive outcomes. The prevention system, however, derives from security needs (such as safety and protection) and uses avoidance strategies when regulating toward desirable ends. It is sensitive to the absence and presence of negative outcomes.
Regulatory focus is a motivational state that can be determined either by an individual's socialization (mainly with his/her caretaker) or by situational factors (such as framing of task instructions or feedback from an employer). The implications of regulatory focus for consumer behavior are interesting because the different foci can be contextually induced in consumers. Ram and Sheth (1989) classified consumers' perceived risks of innovations into four groups: economic risk (the ratio of price to performance); physical risk (the harm that might be caused to a person or property while using the new product); social consequences; and functional risk (uncertainty about the performance of the new product). As the level of risk increases, the diffusion rate and the adoption level decrease (Rogers 1995; Sheth 1981) . Some examples of technological breakthroughs that encountered resistance when first introduced due to risk are birth control pills and microwave ovens (Sheth 1981) .
NEW PRODUCTS AND SELF-REGULATION Perceived Risks of Innovations
In this article we suggest that the perceived risk associated with new and really new products is not equally impactful to all consumers. Specifically, depending on their regulatory focus, consumers may be more or less likely to incorporate risk into their evaluation of the product.
Regulatory focus theory and its application to consumer behavior are discussed below.
Self Regulation and New Products
Individuals' regulatory focus influences their decision making process in many ways. For example, regulatory focus may lead to consistent biases in choice. Crowe and Higgins (1997) found that decision makers in promotion focus typically employ advancement tactics and approach accomplishments, and therefore often exhibit a risky bias; decision makers in prevention focus, on the other hand, typically use precautionary tactics and try to avoid mistakes, and therefore often exhibit a conservative bias. Crowe and Higgins provided an example of these distinctions using a form of signal detection that entailed showing participants a list of items and then, following a delay, another list of items in which some of the items were on the first list and some were new. For every item in the second list, participants were asked to say "yes" if they thought the item was in the first list and "no" if they thought the item was new. Participants in promotion focus wished to identify all the items from the first list in the second list, and therefore responded with a "yes" to many items, reflecting a risky bias. Participants in prevention focus tried to avoid confusion of items from the second list with items from the first list, and therefore responded with a "no" to many items, reflecting a conservative bias.
Additional support for these biases was found by Liberman et al. (1999) . These authors investigated two choice situations: a choice between an original course of action and a new course of action after the activity was interrupted, and a choice between retaining an object that is already in one's possession and exchanging it for an alternative object (the endowment effect).
Participants in promotion focus were more willing than those in prevention focus to change their original course of action and to exchange their object for a newer one. However, this willingness only occurred when they believed that the new alternative was an advancement over the original alternative. Participants' goal was not to change but to utilize it as means for improvement and growth. On the other hand, individuals in prevention focus demonstrated a conservative preference for stability.
Although the two concepts are correlated, risk propensity is not a defining characteristic of regulatory focus. Shah and Higgins (1997) show that in tasks in which expectancy is inversely related to value, individuals in promotion focus strive to maximize the expected utility of an accomplishment by choosing tasks of medium expectancy and outcome. Individuals in prevention focus however, commit to tasks whose attainment is assured, regardless of value, or to tasks whose attainment is necessary, regardless of expectancy. The condition that maximizes expectancyÍvalue is also the condition where both expectancy and value are at only an intermediate level. If this intermediate level was not seen as highly valuable (i.e., necessary), it would result in a low action tendency for the prevention focused individuals, which implies a risk seeking behavior. Analogous behavior was obtained in a different domain -gambles. Higgins et al. (2003) show that both value and probability are important to promotion focused participants, which constitutes a risk aversive behavior. Prevention focused participants considered the option with the highest probability and value to be the "sure thing", and then compared its probability to the probabilities of greater amounts (than the sure thing) in order to avoid a certain loss. This represents a risk seeking behavior. Similar results were found by Kluger, Yaniv and Kühberger (2000) , who show that negative framing of Tversky and Kahneman's Asian disease problem led to more risk taking behavior among prevention versus promotion focused subjects.
The strength of applying regulatory focus theory to consumer behavior is in its generality and the large number of phenomena it can explain. The decision of whether or not to purchase a product may depend on the needs and goals the product satisfies, and the monetary price and other costs incurred by the consumer. Consumers' self-regulation guides them in evaluating products (cf. Huffman, Ratneshwar and Mick 2000) . Therefore, consumers in promotion focus may differ from those in prevention focus in how they weigh the needs that a new product satisfies and the costs associated with purchasing and using this product. New and really new products have been identified in the literature as being riskier than existing products, however, they also have the potential benefit of addressing unmet needs of consumers, or satisfying needs in a better way than existing products can. Therefore, consumers in a promotion focus, which emphasizes advancement, may be quite willing to purchase new products, while consumers in a prevention focus, which embraces security and safety, may be less likely to purchase these products. In the next section we develop the processes that may lead to this prediction. Ram and Sheth (1989) defined functional risk as performance uncertainty due to insufficient testing of a new technology by its manufacturer. In this article we expand this concept to include any reason for underperformance of the product -the malfunction may be the result of problems on the manufacturer side (e.g., the lack of sufficient testing), or the consumers' side (e.g., difficulties in using a complex new technology). That is, new product performance uncertainty includes all the reasons why a new product may not perform well for the consumer, and if this uncertainty is strong enough, it may inhibit consumers from purchasing it.
New Product Performance Uncertainty
Although risk is inherent to the purchase of a new product, consumers' perceptions of this risk may vary as a function of their regulatory focus. Given the proclivity of prevention-focused consumers to act to avoid losses and negative outcomes, they may typically be sensitive to the risky nature of new product purchase. For example they may generate concerns regarding use when a new product is considered. Consumers in promotion focus, however, tend to focus on gains, and thus may typically be relatively insensitive to new product risk. Therefore, H1a: Promotion focused consumers are more likely to purchase new products than prevention focused consumers.
We define "existing" products as established ones. These are products that have been widely accepted by consumers and usually have been available for many years. Since these are established and accepted products, the risks that are associated with their purchase and usage are very low. Therefore, we do not anticipate any influence of regulatory focus on ownership of such products.
H1b
: Regulatory focus will be unrelated to ownership of existing (i.e. not new) products.
We first present the results of a field study that tests H1 in a natural setting. In this study participants reported ownership of durable goods, and then their regulatory focus was measured.
Next, the results of two laboratory experiments are reported. The purpose of these experiments was to investigate the process underlying the effect of regulatory focus on purchase intentions for new products, and to delineate boundary conditions.
STUDY 1
In a field study, mall visitors received a questionnaire, and reported ownership of different products and durable goods (some are new and some are in the market for many years) and repeat purchase items that have been recently introduced. In addition, consumers' regulatory tendency was measured.
Method

Participants
Participants were 250 mall visitors who were compensated for their participation. Half of them were women and age was restricted to 25-65 1 (see description of participants in table 1).
Dependent Variables and Measures
The main dependent variable in this study was ownership of durable goods and newly launched repeat purchase items. Specifically, participants were asked: "Have you ever purchased this product for your own use?" and responded with either yes or no. Regulatory focus was measured with the regulatory focus questionnaire (RFQ, Higgins et al. 2001) . The RFQ is an event reaction questionnaire that includes two psychometrically distinct subscales, one for promotion and one for prevention. Promotion success is measured with items such as "how often have you accomplished things that got you "psyched" to work even harder?", while preventio n success is measured with items such as "how often did you obey rules and regulations that were established by your parents?". 1 We suspected that individuals younger than 25 years may be financially dependent on their parents and therefore may not be the ones making purchase decisions. The upper bound of 65 was selected as older consumers may not be interested in highly technological durable goods. As can be seen in the first part of Table 2 , ownership of the following new and highly technological products and durable goods is higher among the relatively more promotion focused participants than among the relatively more prevention focused participants: Fast internet, "new TVs" (the category "new TV" includes ownership of at least one of the following: HDTV, Plasma TV, home theater system or DVR), game consoles, camcorders, all-in-one printers (printer, fax and scanner in the same product), cellular phones with cameras, flat monitors (for the home computer), portable DVDs, in-car DVDs, and digital phones (see Table 2 ).
Results
Consistent
Furthermore, more promotion focused participants are buying whitening strips for the teeth, Dryel (a product that allows consumers to dry clean their clothes at home) and pay-per-view movies on television than prevention focused participants. None of the new products were owned more by the relatively more prevention focused participants than by the relatively more promotion focused ones. Therefore, these results are strongly supportive of H1a.
The second part of Table 2 presents the ownership of existing products, which are established products that usually have been available in the market for many years, and therefore are widely accepted. Consistent with H1b, ownership of cellular phones, CD players, DVDs, microwave ovens, and personal computers is high and equal among all participants. This finding is not surprising as these are established products that are considered essential in American culture.
Insert Table 2 about here
Discussion
Results of the field study confirmed our hypotheses. Ownership of new and highly technological products and durable goods is higher among promotion focused consumers than among prevention focused consumers. In addition, more promotion focused consumers buy the rather new repeat purchase items that are currently available (whitening strips, Dryel and payper-view) than prevention focused consumers. Finally, as expected, no effect of regulatory focus on existing products was found.
While this study shows that actual purchase decisions are consistent with H1a and H1b, it does not identify the drivers and boundaries of this phenomenon. Therefore, we conducted two laboratory experiments to investigate why promotion focused consumers are more likely to purchase new products than prevention focused consumers, and under what conditions this difference disappears.
STUDY 2
The context in which a new product is encountered may affect consumers' perceptions of new product risk. Specifically, sometimes the context in which a new product appears makes salient the risks associated with purchase. For example, consumer magazines often caution readers along such lines when reviewing really new products. If the risks associated with the new product are highly salient in the decision context, promotion focused consumers may be as sensitive to risk as prevention focused consumers because context obviates consumers' need to generate risk related concerns. Thus, consumers who are either in prevention focus, or are in a decision context in which new product risk is explicit (i.e., risks are specified in context), are likely to be sensitive to new product risk and accordingly are likely to exhibit lower purchase intentions than consumers in promotion focus in decision contexts in which new product risk is implicit (i.e., implied because a product is new, but not otherwise specified in context).
H2:
Purchase intentions for new products will be higher when promotion focus is induced and the risk associated with purchase is implicit, than if either prevention focus is induced or purchase risk is salient in the judgmental context. Consistent with our concept of new product performance uncertainty, we expected the following between-condition difference and mediation relationships:
H3: New product performance uncertainty will be lower in the promotion focus-implicit risk condition than if either prevention focus is induced or purchase risk is salient in the judgmental context.
H4:
The between condition difference in purchase intentions of a new product will be mediated by new product performance uncertainty.
We tested hypotheses 2-4 with an experiment that featured manipulations of regulatory focus (prevention versus promotion) and risk salience (explicit risk versus implicit risk) in a 2×2
between-subjects design. Participants read a story that created the need to purchase a new product. This story was either framed in promotion or prevention terms. After reading the story, participants read a description of the product. Risk salience was manipulated in the scenario such that some possible problems associated with the target product's usage were either mentioned (explicit risk) or not mentioned (implicit risk).
Method
Design and Stimuli
For this study we selected a highly innovative product in creating the stimuli. Specifically, the product in this study was a vehicle that could function either as a car or a boat (named Aquada), which was commercialized in the United Kingdom and New Zealand early in 2004.
Only one participant had heard of the car-boat before, thus it was a really new product for our participants. Participants in all conditions read a product description, which was allegedly taken from a leading consumer magazine. All the technical aspects and the description of the vehicle were taken from the manufacturer's brochure. For example we mentioned the maximum land and marine speeds (100 mph and 34.7 mph), the time it takes the wheels to fold and unfold (6 minutes), the drive range for a tank of gas (land: 350 miles, marine: 2 hours) and some other technical information. We manipulated risk salience by continuing the quote with one of two statements. In the implicit risk condition the statement was: "This is a very new and remarkable technology that has been tested only by the manufacturer."; in the explicit risk condition the statement was: "This is a very new and remarkable technology that has been tested only by the manufacturer. Although the manufacturer's lab tests of reliability, road crash tests and water safety were good, you have to remember that only a few people have driven it so far. Therefore it might be the case that not all the possible malfunctions have been identified and corrected."
Participants' regulatory focus was manipulated via a scenario we developed, and was framed either in promotion terms or prevention terms. Another purpose of the scenarios was to create the need to purchase the car-boat. The scenarios were written to match the target population of participants, MBA students. Specifically, participants were asked to imagine that it is now five years after their graduation, and that they have a great job and a family. The need to purchase the car-boat was produced by creating a situation in which participants had to imagine living next to a lake, and working at the other side of that lake. They would be able to save significant commute time if they purchased the car-boat, which would allow them to drive across the lake and not around it. The manipulation was done within the scenarios. For example, the promotion scenario read: "it is very important for you to find ways to shorten this long commute time…", while the prevention scenario instructed participants that: "it is very important for you to avoid not being able to shorten this long commute time…"
Procedure and Participants
Two hundred and three MBA students participated in the study. The average age was 29 and 31% were females (which reflects the percentage of females in the school where the study was conducted). Participants were randomly assigned to one of the experimental conditions and were given a packet. Each packet contained one of the two versions of the story, a description of the product, and one of the two risk manipulations. Participants were asked to read the story carefully and then answer the questions that followed without looking back at the story. Since the stimuli included a high-end product, participants were instructed to assume that purchasing this product was within their financial reach.
After answering all the questions, participants were debriefed, compensated, and excused.
Dependent Variables and Measures
To ensure that the product was perceived to be new, we first asked participants two questions regarding their perception of the newness level of the car-boat. These questions were also aimed to exclude participants who were familiar with the product. The question was: "Based on the above description of the Aquada, please rate how new you think it is" and it was followed by two nine-point Likert-type scales anchored by 1 = "not at all new", 9 = "extremely new", and 1 = "not a novel product", 9 = "extremely novel product". These scales were later combined to form a measure of product newness with good reliability (a = 0.80).
To test that participants read the story carefully, we asked them two questions about the content of the story. These questions were placed at the end of the questionnaire and specifically asked participants to answer without looking back at the story 2 . The questions were "In the story above, you live next to…"; and "How many hours a day do you currently spend on the road?"
Both questions were open-ended.
The influence of regulatory focus and risk salience on purchase intentions was measured with two questions that were later combined to form one measure with good reliability (a = 0.76). The questions were: "Suppose that you're in the above situation. How likely is it that you will purchase the Aquada when it becomes available?" and "How confident you are that the Aquada is the best solution for you in this situation?". Participants responded to these questions on ninepoint Likert-type scales.
As a process measure we asked the following open-ended question: "Please write a few lines describing what was on your mind as you answered the last question." In response participants could list as many thoughts as they wished.
Results
Preliminary Analyses
Participants perceived the product to be new (product newness mean was 6.55). An analysis of variance (ANOVA) confirmed that there were no differences between the four conditions with respect to participants' perception of product newness, F(3, 198) < 1.
We checked whether participants read the story carefully using the two open-ended questions regarding the content of the story. A correct answer was coded as 1 and an incorrect answer was coded as 0. The two questions were summed to form a story index that has values of 0, 1 or 2.
Results show that participants read the story carefully (M = 1.703) and that there was no difference between conditions, F(3, 198) < 1.
Hypothesis Testing
Participants' responses were unrelated to the demographic variables we measured (i.e., gender, age, and marital status), and therefore these demographic variables were not considered further.
The dependent variables of primary concern in this experiment are the two purchase intention questions: purchase likelihood and confidence that the product is the best solutio n for the consumer's situation. To test our hypotheses we performed a 2 (regulatory focus: promotion versus prevention) x 2 (risk salience: implicit versus explicit) ANOVA of participants' stated purchase intentions. Consistent with expectations, we found a significant interaction between regulatory focus and risk salience, F(1, 199) = 3.78, p = .05. There were also significant main effects for both regulatory focus, F(1, 199) = 9.32, p < .01, and risk salience F(1, 199) = 4.47, p = .04 (see Figure 1) .
Consistent with H2, follow-up planned contrasts showed that purchase intentions for the new product were higher in the promotion-implicit risk condition (M = 7.11) than in the remaining conditions (M = 6.08, 5.80, 5.83; t 199 = 4.22, p < .001). Moreover, consistent with H1a, regulatory focus had an effect on purchase intentions when risk was implicit, t 199 = 3.70, p < .001, but not when risk was explicit in the decision context, t 199 = .65, n.s. Thus, when context makes the risks associated with purchasing a new product salient, consumers are reluctant to adopt the product regardless of their regulatory focus. However, in the more naturalistic context in which risks are not salient, prevention focused consumers are less likely than promotion focused consumers to purchase a new product, presumably because they are relatively more likely to spontaneously generate concerns about new product consumption (a possibility tested below).
Insert Figure 1 about here To test our notions about consumers' uncertainty with respect to the performance of new products, we explored participants' free responses for the presence of statements expressing such concerns. Specifically, each thought a participant noted in her/his free responses was coded by two independent judges who were blind to the experimental design and hypotheses. Thoughts were categorized as related to either: (a) concerns regarding using the product (e.g., "Buying the Aquada can save 2.5 hours, but nobody uses it right now. It may have some problems you didn't expect.", "…the possible malfunctions which are not identified would make me think twice."), (b) statements about the product itself (e.g., "This concept looks very good. Price should be ok too", "Not a boat person, so will not buy"), (c) statements about the scenario (e.g., "If I was in a situation that required 4 hours travel time per day I would do whatever necessary to shorten this.", "I would love to spend more time with my family…"), (d) remarks regarding some missing information about the product (e.g., "I have to see it to believe it. How exactly does this thing work?"), or (e) irrelevant statements or statements that otherwise do not belong to either of the other categories (e.g., "Why is the scale until 9 and not 10?"). The proportion of inter-judge agreement was 0.84, and the PRL reliability measure of the categorization is 89 (Rust and Cooil 1994) . Disagreements were settled via discussions.
We hypothesized that participants' thoughts regarding performance uncertainty would mediate the difference between the promotion-implicit risk condition and the remaining conditions on purchase intentions. To test this hypothesis we computed an index of performance uncertainty by calculating the proportion of thoughts that were about performance uncertainty (category (a) above) to total thoughts (following the procedure described in Posavac et al. 2004 ).
Consistent with hypothesis 3, we found a significant difference between conditions with respect to the performance uncertainty index, such that participants in the promotion-implicit risk condition mentioned less performance uncertainty related thoughts than did participants in the confirmed that performance uncertainty mediated the purchase intention difference between the promotion-implicit risk condition and the remaining conditions on purchase intentions, z = 3.98, p < .001.
Discussion
Taken together, the results of this experiment were strongly supportive of our hypotheses. In the default judgmental context in which the risks of purchasing and using a new product were not explicitly made salient, consumers' regulatory focus affected their purchase intentions for the new product such that promotion focused consumers stated higher purchase intentions than did prevention focused consumers. When new product risk was contextually salient, though, consumers were equally unfavorable to the new product regardless of their regulatory focus.
Consumers' uncertainty regarding the new product's performance drove these effects, as performance uncertainty was low only among promotion focused consumers who made product judgments in a context that did not make new product risk salient.
STUDY 3
The purpose of study 3 is threefold. First, further investigation of the risky nature of products is in order because the hypotheses we developed for study 2 were predicated on new products being the riskier choice. We believe it is important to demo nstrate that the effects of regulatory focus on purchase intention would be observed only when considering a new product, and not when considering products that are available in the marketplace for several years. Initial support for this expectation was found in study 1 in which no differences in the ownership of established products were observed across promotion versus prevention oriented consumers. The second purpose was to generalize the performance uncertainty measure. In this study, performance uncertainty is not due to lack of sufficient testing of the product (like in study 2) but rather due to consumers' concerns regarding their ability to use the new product correctly. Although study 3 takes a different look at performance uncertainty, we nevertheless expect that it will not change the role of this variable in mediating the effect of regulatory focus on purchase intentions for new products. The third purpose for this study is to replicate the main findings of study 2 using a completely different product type and also different participants (undergraduate students).
Self-Regulation and Product Newness
One question that may arise following the results of study 2 is whether consumers in promotion focus are more likely to purchase any product, regardless of its newness, than those in prevention focus. Although the results of study 1 suggest that this is not the case, this study (as every survey) has its limitations. For example, the type of products (i.e. versus their newness) we tested in the survey may account for the lack of difference in ownership between promotion and prevention focused consumers. As mentioned before, these products (CD players, DVDs, cellular phones, microwaves, and PCs) are considered necessities in the American culture, and that may be the reason for the equally high rate of ownership.
In study 3 we manipulated whether a target product was portrayed either as a new or an existing product. Consistent with our findings from studies 1 and 2 we expected regulatory focus to play a role in purchase likelihood only when the product was portrayed as new. In contrast, we expected that regulatory focus would be unrelated to purchase intentions regarding an existing product because existing products are less risky than are new products, and accordingly we expected that performance uncertainty would be low when the product was described as existing regardless of regulatory focus.
H5:
Regulatory focus will be related to purchase intentions regarding a product when it is portrayed as new, but not when it is portrayed as existing.
As in study 2 we expected that performance uncertainty would mediate the effect of regulatory focus on purchase intention of a new product, and thus tested for the relationships specified in hypotheses 3 and 4.
Method
Design and Stimuli
We manipulated two between-subjects factors, regulatory focus and newness of the product.
This created a 2 (regulatory focus: promotion or prevention) × 2 (product portrayal: new or existing) experimental design. In order to create two levels of novelty for the same product we selected a familiar product that can be potentially rather new -a digital camera. We constructed two versions of an ad featuring the same camera but the headlines, text and taglines were different, thus allowing us to describe the camera either as a new or an existing product while keeping all other aspects of the ads constant (e.g., fonts, colors and general appearance). Both ads featured a picture of the camera (it was an unusual looking camera), but the name of the manufacturer and model were removed. In the new product condition the headline read: "Stylish.
Advanced -New Generation." The text was allegedly taken from a leading consumer magazine and noted that, while some of the new features would take some time to master, the camera was sure to revolutionize digital photography. The tag line was, "XZ-5000 ® . A Totally New
Experience." In the existing product condition the headline was: "Stylish. High Quality." The text, again allegedly from a consumer magazine, claimed that the camera had all the great features expected in a high quality digital camera, and the tag line read, "XZ-5000 ® . Excellence."
None of the camera's features were mentioned in order to avoid any bias due to personal knowledge and preferences of the participants.
A pretest confirmed that the newness manipulation was successful. Twenty two undergraduate students from the same pool of students as the main study were shown one of the ads and were asked "Based on the ad you just saw, please rate how new you think the XZ-5000
is". They responded on a nine-point Likert-type scale anchored by 1 = not at all new and 9 = extremely new. Participants who saw the new product ad rated the product as newer (M = 7.0)
than those who saw the existing product ad (M = 5.58), t 20 = 1.70, p 1-tail = .05. Although participants ranked the product differently on the newness scale, no differences were found in their opinions of the ad and brand. Specifically, we asked them: "We would like to know your feelings about the advertiser's claim in the ad you just read. In your opinion, the advertiser's claim was". This question was followed by two nine-point Likert-type scales anchored by "not at all believable"-"highly believable" and "not at all true"-"absolutely true". No diffe rences were found between the group who saw the ad for the new product and the group who saw the ad for the existing product on those scales (believability: F(1, 21) < 1, truthfulness: F(1, 21) < 1).
Participants were also asked to state their opinion regarding the advertised brand: "Based on the ad you just saw, please tell us your opinion about the advertised brand on the 3 items below".
This was followed by three nine-point Likert-type scales: "very bad"-"very good", "very unfavorable"-"very favorable" and "not a useful product"-"a very useful product". These three scales were combined to form one scale with good reliability (a = 0.91). Participants' perceptions of the brand did not differ between the two conditions, F(1, 21) = 2.55, ns.
As in study 2, regulatory focus was manipulated via two scenarios. These scenarios were either framed in promotion-eagerness terms or prevention-vigilance terms, but both conveyed the same information. Another purpose of the scenarios was to create the need to purchase a digital camera. The scenarios were written to match the target population of participants, undergraduate students, and asked them to imagine that they have decided to join the Peace Corps and are about to be sent to a remote village in Nepal. The necessity to purchase a digital camera was produced by creating a need in the participants to send digital pictures of the village and the scenery of Nepal to their loved ones at home via satellite internet. For example, in the promotion story we wrote: "it is really important for you to be able to show your family and friends how you live in Nepal…", while in the prevention story we wrote: "it is really important for you to avoid not being able to show your family and friends how you live in Nepal…". In addition, temporal distance was manipulated via subjective time framings. According to Pennington and Roese (2003) the proximity aspect of goals helps in manipulating regulatory focus. With respect to distance goals, individuals think about their desirability and of the different ways to attain them.
However, with respect to closer goals, individuals look into the details of how to attain them and how to prevent having problems with attainment. In our study we manipulated temporal distance such that in the promotion-framed story participants read that they "still have a month" before leaving for Nepal, while in the prevention-framed story participants read that they "have only a month".
Procedure
One hundred and sixty six undergraduate students participated in the study. The average age was 20 and 77 were females. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the experimental conditions and were given a packet. One version of the story appeared on the first page of each packet, and one version of the ad on the second page. Participants were asked to read the story carefully and then answer the questions that followed without looking back at the story. Since participants were undergraduate students who might lack the financial ability to purchase expensive new digital cameras, we instructed them to assume that purchasing this product was within their financial reach.
Dependent Variables and Measures
We asked participants several questions relating to their perceptions of the ads and brands to ensure that no biases involving the exposure to different ads affected their responses. The questions were the same as in the pretest, with the addition of one scale regarding how convincing the ad was (1 = not at all convincing, 9 = absolutely convincing).
As in study 2, we checked whether participants read the story carefully before looking at the ad. At the end of the questionnaire participants were asked to recall two details from the story 3 .
The questions were "When are you going to leave to Nepal?" and the other was "Why are you going to Nepal?".
Next, participants answered several demographic questions, such as sex, age, college major and family income. These variables were found unrelated to the dependent variables and manipulations, and thus were dropped from further analysis.
Predictions regarding the influence of regulatory focus on the adoption of new products were tested via two questions that measured purchase intentions. In both questions participants were asked to assume that they will purchase a digital camera before they leave for Nepal. The first question was similar to the one we used in Study 2: "Assume that you will be buying a digital camera before leaving for your stay in Nepal. How likely would you be to purchase the XZ-5000 ® digital camera?". Answers were collected with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1= "not at all likely" [to purchase this camera] to 9 = "extremely likely". The second question was a percentage estimate of the likelihood of purchase: "Again, assume that you will be buying a digital camera before you leave. Now, please provide a percentage estimate from 0% to 100% to indicate your likelihood of buying the XZ-5000 ® digital camera. Of course, 0% means that there would be no chance that you would buy this camera, and 100% means that it is absolutely certain that you would buy this camera". Although it is possible to combine these two questions to form one measure of purchase intentions (using z scores), we preferred to present results for each question separately because it is easier for interpretation. However, combining these questions does not change our results. As a process measure we asked the same open-ended question as in study 2: "Please write a few lines describing what was on your mind as you answered the last question." In response participants could list as many thoughts as they wished.
It has been established in the literature that experts and novices understand and learn about really new products differently (Hoeffler 2003; Moreau, Lehman and Markman 2001) . Thus, we asked all participants whether they already own a digital camera. 77.7% of the participants (129 participants) did not. However, whether or not participants owned a digital camera did not affect the results and therefore all participants were included in the analyses below.
Results
Preliminary Analyses
Participants' perceptions of the ads were tested via three scales, believability, truthfulness of the claims, and how convincing the ad was. The three questions were combined to form one scale with good reliability (a = 0.87). Consistent with the pretest results, an ANOVA confirmed that there were no differences between conditions with respect to participants' feelings towards the ads F(3, 162) < 1. Participants' perceptions of the brand were also tested via three scales, goodness, favorableness and usefulness. The scales were combined with good reliability (a = 0.87) resulting in a single scale. As in the pretest, there were no significant differences in participants' perceptions of the advertised digital camera between conditions, F(3, 161) < 1. The lack of differences in A ad or A brand allowed us to rule out possible ad related confounds.
To test whether participants read the story carefully, we asked two open-ended questions about the content of the story. As in the first study, a story index was formed. Results show that participants read the story carefully (M = 1.67) and that there were no differences among the four conditions, F(3, 162) < 1.
Hypotheses Tests
The main dependent variable of this study was purchase likelihood, which was measured in and corroborating our findings from the field study.
As in study 2, we had expected that consumers' uncertainty regarding the performance of a new product would differ as a function of their regulatory focus. To test this hypothesis two judges coded participants' free responses in the same manner as in study 2. The proportion of inter-judge agreement was 0.87, and the PRL reliability measure of categorization is 92 (Rust and Cooil 1994) . Disagreements were settled via discussions. As in the first study, many participants in the new product conditions mentioned their concerns regarding using the product.
For example, one participant wrote: "Since the camera is new it would take some time to learn how to use it effectively, I wouldn't want to think about how to use the camera while in Nepal.", and another wrote "It seems like a great camera, but the consumer report quote that said 'some of the features may take some time to master' made me hesitate since I only have a month left at home".
Consistent with study 2, in the new product conditions we found a significant difference in the performance uncertainty index between promotion and prevention focused participants such that prevention focused participants mentioned more thoughts regarding their uncertainty with the product use than those in a promotion focus (M prom = .06, M prev = .23, t 84 = 3.39, p = .001). 
Discussion
Study 3 replicated the findings of the previous two studies, that consumers in promotion focus are more likely to purchase new products than are those in prevention focus. In addition, study 3 makes the important contribution of demonstrating that the effects of regulatory focus on purchase intentions are not ubiquitous, but instead are limited to new products. Indeed, the purchase intentions of promotion and prevention focused consumers were equivalent when the target camera was portrayed as an existing product.
Consistent with study 2, mediation analyses show that the effect of regulatory focus on willingness to purchase new products is driven by the differential uncertainty that people in prevention versus promotion focus associate with the performance of new products. In this study, prevention-focused participants' uncertainty was generally comprised of concerns relating to their ability to master the new features of the camera, and consequent worry that the camera would fail to address their consumer need (e.g., sending pictures home).
An alternative explanation of our results, following the theory of regulatory focus, may be that promotion focused participants preferred the new product because it was portrayed as innovative and they usually prefer the option that is related to advancement; prevention focused participants preferred the existing product because it was portrayed as reliable and they usually prefer the reliable or safer option. This explanation, however, is not supported by the data: there is no difference in the purchase likelihood of participants in the prevention condition for the new versus existing cameras, so it cannot be said that these participants preferred the existing product over the new one. Furthermore, results from study 2 show that participants in the promotion focus had high purchase intentions for the new product only when the risks associated with it were not explicitly mentioned. That is, promotion focused participants do not always prefer the new product, even though it represents innovativeness and advancement. Thus, our results are not driven entirely by regulatory focus, but rather by the interactions of regulatory focus with product's newness level and the decision making context (explicit versus implicit risk).
Another alternative explanation may be that framing effects (of the products and stories) drive our results and not regulatory focus. This explanation is also not supported by our data. If framing was the cause for the difference in purchase intentions then there should have been an effect of regulatory focus on purchase intentions for existing products. Because regulatory focus was unrelated to purchase intentions of existing products (study 3), framing is not a viable explanation. Further, there was no framing at all in the first study (the field study) -just product names, and results were supportive of our hypotheses.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
Across three studies we demonstrated that consumers in prevention focus perceive and react to new and really new products differently than promotion focused consumers. Using real purchases and measurement of consumers' chronic regulatory focus tendencies, we showed that ownership of hi-tech goods and new repeat purchase items is higher among promotion focused consumers compared to prevention focused consumers. We found no differences between promotion and prevention focused consumers in the ownership of established products that have long been available in the marketplace.
We further investigated these findings with two laboratory experiments. In study 2 we showed that when a really new product was considered in the typical consumer context in which the potential liabilities of the product are not specified, prevention focused participants were much more likely than promotion focused participants to generate concerns regarding purchase and use of the product. When the judgmental context did make the risks associated with buying a really new product salient, participants in prevention and promotion focus were equally likely to state new product related concerns. The differential propensity of prevention and promotion focused participants to generate concerns when considering a really new product had implications for their likelihood of purchasing the target new product in both studies. As long as the judgmental context did not highlight risks associated with buying a really new product, promotion focused participants stated higher purchase intentions than did participants in prevention focus. The study 2 finding that regulatory focus was unrelated to purchase intentions when new product risks were contextually salient, and mediation analyses in studies 2 and 3, jointly provide compelling evidence that regulatory focus affects purchase intentions for really new products because consumers' regulatory focus affects the extent to which they generate concerns related to the new product's performance.
In study 3 we isolated the effects of regulatory focus on purchase intentions regarding new products. Indeed, promotion focused participants reported purchase intentions similar to those in prevention focus when the product under consideration was described as existing. Consistent with our conceptions of the process underlying the discrepant new product purchase intentions of promotion and prevention focused participants, no participants reported performance uncertainty concerns when the target product was portrayed as existing.
Our results suggest that the relation between regulatory focus and purchase intentions for new products is general and robust. Regulatory focus was a good predictor of purchase intentions of many product types (both in the field study and in two experiments) that constitute both large and small discontinuity innovations. Moreover, three different populations served as samples in the three studies (mall visitors, MBA and undergraduates students), and similar effects were observed across multiple measures including actual purchases and stated purchase intentions.
Finally, it should be noted that the nature of new products and especially really new products is to introduce new concepts, but they are also perceived as the riskier choice. The main thesis of this article is to show that these products are more attractive to consumers in promotion focus.
However, adding a safety feature to an existing product, or making an existing product more reliable will probably appeal to the prevention focused consumers and is a good strategy for the marketing of new products. This strategy however, does not pertain to really new products. Even if really new products are safer or more reliable than existing products (according to their manufacturers), they are still really new and therefore pose problems (e.g., the Segway case).
Managerial Implications
Our finding that individuals in different regulatory foci reported different purchases and stated different purchase intentions for new and really new products implies that regulatory focus may be used as an effective marketing and segmentation tool in the promotion of such products.
Since regulatory focus may be induced, marketers can frame their marketing communications to encourage promotion focus and therefore shift consumers' focus toward positive outcomes that are associated with the purchase and usage of a really new product. That in turn increases consumers' evaluations of the really new product and their purchase likelihood. Instead of using the phrase "don't miss out" that prompts a more prevention focus, PC World should have advertised by saying "be the first to have the Service Pack 2!" (its release date was August 25, 2004) , that activates a promotion focus. This is important as promotion focused consumers were probably among the first ones to download the service pack and would be interested in purchasing the magazine in order to get the service pack faster.
The application of regulatory focus to advertising of new products is interesting and can be appealing to managers as it is not difficult to implement. Products' life cycles are diminishing and innovations are expensive to develop, and it may be difficult to target the innovators.
Applying regulatory focus theory to advertising does not demand the identification of consumers who are chronically likely to be innovators, but instead suggests that this group, under certain conditions, can be created. 
